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DETAILED ACTION 

This final office action is prepared in response to the amendments and arguments the 
applicant filed on February 26, 2008 in reply to the non-final office action mailed on November 
26, 2007. 

Claims 1-4 have been amended; 

Claims 1-4 are now pending. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments and amendments filed on February 26, 2008 have been carefully 
considered but are not deemed fully persuasive. 

Applicant's arguments are deemed moot in view of the following new grounds of 
rejection as explained here below, necessitated by Applicant's substantial amendments to the 
claims which significantly affect the scope thereof, and therefore require further search and 
consideration. 

Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

1 . The objection to the abstract and the specification has been withdrawn in view of the 
amended specification. 

2. Applicant's arguments regarding the amended claims have been considered but 
found unpersuasive. As the amendments to the claims are substantial, the examiner has chosen 
to respond to applicant's arguments in the rejection of the individual claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claim 1 recites the limitation "means for returning to the sender". There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for the limitation "the sender" in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 



Application/Control Number: 10/787,145 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2100 

evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S. C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-4 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over IETF Draft by 
Draves titled "Default Address Selection for IPv6" (hereinafter "Draves"), in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,748,434 to Kavanagh, and the email message posted by Keith Moore on the IETF 
IPv6 Operations (v6ops) Working Group's discussion board on November 18, 2002 (hereinafter 
"Moore"), and 

Regarding claim 1 (currently amended), Draves discloses a method for destination 
address selection, where the selection is based on a set of rules which give the destination 
address that matches source address in the home address, label, native transport, and scope, etc. 
higher preference. 

More specifically, Draves discloses means for receiving requests adapted to receive a 
request containing an IPv6 address of a first network element and a domain name; means for 
returning to the sender of the said request a response containing one or more addresses 
associated with a second network element corresponding the said domain name (Draves, page 3, 
paragraphs 1-2 disclose that as a DNS name resolution may yield both IPv6 and IPv4 address, 
algorithms for source address selection and destination address selection are proposed for 
choosing among both IPv6 and IPv4 addresses based on the type of address a requesting node is 
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assigned; examples are given by Draves in the same paragraph where the node can be assigned a 
global IPv6 or link- local IPv6; The disclosure of DNS in the above cited paragraphs implies that 
that a host in the network must first sent a name resolution request to the DNS server. The steps 
of "receiving requests" and "returning a response" recited in the claim correspond to the standard 
DNS query and response process; In an IPv6 network, the DNS query inherently contains the 
IPv6 address of the requesting node, i.e., a first network element as recited in the claim); and 

Draves further discloses the address sequencing means, for sequencing, as a function of 
said IPv6 address of the first network element, a plurality of IPv6 addresses associated with said 
second network element (Draves, Section 6 "Destination Address Selection", Rule 4, 5, and 7). 

Draves does not expressly disclose that the address sequencing is performed on the DNS 
server and the DNS server then put one or more IPv6 addresses associated with said second 
network element in the order of the sequence in said response. 

However, Kavanagh discloses a domain name server (DNS) that contains an adaptive 
node selector for selecting and returning a list of addresses for network nodes based on certain 
criteria, such as the vicinity of the requesting node and the requested node (Fig. 2, column 2, 
lines 1-27, column 7, lines 45-59 and column 9, lines 9-19). 

It would have been obvious to combine Draves and Kavanagh so that Draves 's 
destination selection algorithm is implemented in Kavanaugh's adaptive node selector that is in 
the DNS server. 

One would have been motivated to combine Draves and Kavanagh by Moore's email 
posting, which suggested that to solve the problem of address selection in an IPv6 transition 
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network, one should stop relying so much on applications/hosts choosing destination addresses 
and instead have the network make a best effort choice of the addresses. 

Regarding the motivation for combined suggested by Moore, the Appliant argues in the 
reply that Moore fails to direct the person skilled in the art to any specific network element. The 
examiner respectively disagrees because Moore's message is disclosed in the context of DNS 
query/response, as the subject line of the email thread "Re: getaddrinfo address ordering" has 
suggested. It is well known by one skilled in the art that getaddrinfo is a standard socket 
interface function for resolving domain names in operating systems such as UNIX, Linux and 
Windows. Therefore, Moore's email clearly directs to the DNS server. Furthermore, the email 
message prior to Moore's states that "I believe what you need is some (dynamic) server 
selection method" (see the copy of Moore's reference attached to the prior office action). 
Therefore, Moore's disclosure is sufficient to motivate one skilled in the art to implement 
Draves's address selection algorithm in Kavanagh's dynamic domain name server. 

Regarding claim 2 (currently amended), the combination of Draves and Kavanagh 
discloses the domain name server according to claim 1 . 

Draves further discloses that said address sequencing means is adapted to effect the 
sequencing as a function of the topology of the network, so that if the IPv6 address of the first 
network element is a local address belonging to an addressing space and the plurality of 
addresses associated with the second network element include at least one global IPv6 address 
and one local IPv6 address belonging to the same addressing space, the more local IPv6 address 
associated with the second network element corresponding to said addressing space is inserted at 
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a first position within said response (Draves, page 12, section 6 "Destination Address Selection", 
"Rule 8: Prefer smaller scope", and the corresponding example in section 10.2 on page 15). 

Regarding claim 3 (currently amended), the combination of Draves and Kavanagh 
discloses the domain name server according to claim 1 . 

Draves further discloses that said address sequencing means is adapted to effect the 
sequencing so that if the IPv6 address of the first network element is a "6 to 4" type address 
beginning with the prefix "2002" and the plurality of addresses associated with the second 
network element include at least one "6 to 4" type address beginning with the prefix "2002", a "6 
to 4" type address beginning with the prefix "2002" is inserted at a first position within said 
response (Draves, page 11, "Rule 5: Prefer matching label", and the corresponding example in 
section 10.2 on page 15). 

Regarding claim 4 (currently amended), the combination of Draves and Kavanagh 
discloses the domain name server according to claim 1 . 

Draves further discloses sequencing the plurality of IPv6 address (Draves, section 6, 
"Destination Address Selection"), while Kavanagh discloses a DNS server with an adaptive node 
selector that filters and returns a list of addresses to the requesting node based on various criteria 
(Kavanagh, column 2, lines 20-28). 

Therefore, the combination of Draves and Kavanagh would have created the domain 
name server according to claim 1, wherein the address sequencing means is adapted to put the 
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sequenced plurality of IPv6 addresses associated with said second network element in said 
response. 

One would have been motivated to combine Draves and Kavanagh by Moore's email 
posting, which suggested that to solve the problem of address selection in an IPv6 transition 
network, one should stop relying so much on applications/hosts choosing destination addresses 
and instead have the network make a best effort choice of the addresses, i.e., the address 
selection should be done by a network device such as the DNS server. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 
37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SHIRLEY X. ZHANG whose telephone number is (571)270- 
5012. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30am - 5:00pm EST. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William Vaughn can be reached on (571) 272-3922. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/S. X. Z.I 

Examiner, Art Unit 2144 

05/23/2008 

/John Follansbee/ 



Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2151 



